192.   WHAT IS ABUSE?
A correspondent from the United Provinces writes:
Now-a-days the atmosphere is surcharged with clamorous denuncia-
tions against the Government. . . . Practically every speech is a mere
list of invectives and imprecations. . . .
I for my part heartily abhor this evil. . . *
Violence, to me, does not mean actually assaulting and killing others,
but covers also bad language. If so, I cannot see how to justify your own
use of the epithets. "Satanic", "devilish" and "barbarous" for the Govern-
ment. There is not the least shadow of doubt that these words come
under violence, but that you being the apostle of non-violence utter
violence is even in dream unimaginable.
So much for abusive language.   Now I take up another question.
You always say that you and your followers have arrayed yourselves against
the English Government, and not against Englishmen.   While you hate the
system and want either to  mend it or end it, you have absolutely no ill
feeling towards Englishmen themselves. Clearly therefore, though you want
to do away with the system, you do not desire to expel the English.   If
so, even those who claim to be your true followers have not fully imbibed
this high principle.   I may substantiate this with a typical instance.   In
the U.P. Political Conference recently held at Agra, Pandit Jawaharlal
Nehru, while advocating the boycott of foreign cloth, said that if there
were any who earnestly desired to expel the English from India, he was
one of them, and  the means he had found for achieving this was only
swadeshi.   This has appeared in the Press, and I think you might have
read it.   Now can Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru be said to have understood
your doctrine which makes us differentiate between a man and his action,
so as to make it quite possible for us to condemn the man's action without
bearing any ill will towards him?   Here at least I can emphatically say,
that Nehruji's words can be justified in no case, but still I want to know
whether you approve or disapprove of them.1
In so far as non-co-operators indulge in abuse, it is un-
doubtedly violence, and a breach of the pledge of non-violence.
But I must dissent from the opinion that "practically every speech
is a mere list of invectives and imprecations/' I assure the writer
that the speeches are as full of invectives against ourselves as against
1 For Jawaharlal Nehru's reply, vide "Notes", 8-12-1921, under the sub-
title "Men and Measures*'.